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ABSTBACT ■ i 

In an attaapt to pravant drag abaca, tha 0«8« Arij 
davalopad drag adacation prograas (DBP) at all its installations to 
iafocB soldiars aboat tha dynaaics and consagaancas of drag asa. This 
papar prasants tha findings of tha recently coaplatad avalaation of 
Araj DBP. Tha stadj sarvajad 1,716 anil- tad aan at 16 posts aboat 
liiposara to tha DBP and thair prasant and foraar drag asa. In 
addition, an aipariaant was parf oraad at ona ppst vhara tha raportad 
drag asa patterns of a saapla of anlisl«d ..an vara aaasarad bafora< 
and after initiation of a foraal DBP. Basalts of the stadj shoired 
that drag adacation proYided to adolescent and postadolescent Amy 
enlisted aan did not affect their drag ase. The report postolates 
that the iapaet of DBP aight have been different had the aadience 
eonuisted of Toang schoolchildren who had not jet tried drags. 
Beasons for the f ailare of the DBP are saggested. (Aathor/PC) 
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Currently, about half the young enlisted men (EM) In the U.S. Army 
usa marijuana and more than a third use it at least weekly. Approximately 
20% use depressants without prescription, a quarter use stimulants oimi- 
larly; a fifth use hallucinogens, and one out of twelve uses heroin, 
although only 3% use it weekly, and only 0.3Z use It daily. 

As a result of these usage rates (and itiecause of the experience with 
heroin in Vietnam), the U. S. Army has initiated a comprehensive program 
to combat alcohol and drug abuse. Drug education (DE) has been a central 
feature of this program; indeed, the Army has looked hopefully to educa- 
tional techniques as the most promising moans of preventing drug abuse. 
In this connection, the Army has directed commanders of all installations 
to develop and implement programs tq. inform soldiers about the dynamics 
and consequences of drug use. This paper presents the findings of our 
recently completed evaluation of Army drug education programs (DEP). 
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Framework of the Study 

We analyzed the antecedents, the environment, the processes, and 
the products of Army DEP. We used a mixture of data-gathering methods, 

*Tho conclusions and opinions expressed in this paper are those of the 
authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of the 
Army , 
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Including observation, individual and group interviews, and anonymous 
questionnaires. This paper focusses on t^e effects of DE on the drug 
use of young EM. 

Ut surveyed 1716 EM at 16 Amy posts in^he Unitad States, Asia, 
and Europe about exposure to DE and present and former drug use. In 
addition to this broad survey, an experiment was performed at one post: 
the reported drug use patterns of a sample of EM were measured before 
and after initiation of a formal DEP. 

Three kinds of analyses will be presented: (1) comparison of 
reported drug use patterns of EM exposed to DE with those not exposed 
(the broad survey), (2) analysis of reported drug use patterns before, 
and after DE (the experiment), and (3) analysis of . interactive effects 
of type of education process and audience characteristic on patterns 
of drug use (deeper analysis of the broad survey data). 

C omparison of Those Exposed to DE with Those Not Exposed 

Based upon responses to the item asking about exposure to DE, 
the ssnple was divided into two groups, those exposed end those not 
exposed. These two groups were subdivided on the basis of their report 
that, since coming to theii post, their use of a drug: (1) increased 
or started, (2) stayed the same, (3) stayed zero, or (4) decreased or 
, atopped._ 

There were no significant differences in use pottems of any drug 

(alcohol, marijuona, heroin, narcotics other than heroin, stimulants, 

depressants, and hallucinogens) between groups exposed and not exposed 

♦ 

to drug education, except In the case of alcohol, and that difference 

.iv . Arthur DLlttlQinc 
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w«t in a negative direction i.e. , those exposed were roore likely to 
veport steady use and less likely to report decreasing or stopping. 

In contrast to the above findings, vhen soldiers were asked 
directly about whether DE classes affer.tr.d their drug use, 27X of 
those exposed to DE reported an effect. At one posJ, 45X of those 

• ! 

exposed reported an effect. These results appear to indicate that 
•ducation was influential, but they are contrary to the independent 
analysis of drug use. Why this apparent discrepancy? First, the 
definition of "effect" was not made clear; an effect might imply an 
increase or decrease, a change in mode of administration of the drug, 
a more wary behavior pattern, etc. More significant, perhaps is the 
likelihood that a direct question about the effect of DE is highly 
susceptible to response blase? (such as a desire to give the approved 
response or react on the basis of^^gnltive dissonance). Consequently! 
we felt that relating separate reports of drug use patterns and DE 
exposure provided a more objective measure of the impact of DE. 

A Natural Experiment 

An experiment was arranged at one post where formal DE was just 

s 

« 

beginning for some units. Questionnaires were administered to 160 
EM before the initiation of a formal D£P| then presented again two / 
months later to 63 different enlisted men. Three battalion-sized units 
were used» chosen mainly on the basis that their formal ADEP had not 
begun at the first yioit. To avoid introducing experimental biasi dif- 
ferent squads in those units were used on the visit and revisit. Schedul- 
ing difficulties cut ^:)vm sample sise on the revisits 
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Of those oxpofiied to DE, there was a difference algnlf leant at the 
fOS level by a Chl-squaro teat between the number of men who reported 
having learned a little, some, or a lot about drugs before the formal 
program started and those who reported such knowledge after program 
initiation. (See Table 1.) 

TABLE 1 

PERCENT OF THOSE EXPOSED TO DE WHO REPORTED THAT THEY LEARNED 

Nothing A Little Some A Lot 

First Visit 

(Informal DE) 27 25 31 13 

^ Second Visit 

(Formal DEP) • 20 , 21 40 18 

Althoughi formal DE evidently did increase knowledge, it had little 
success in producing behavior changes. (See Tables 2 and 3.) 

TABLE 2 

QIANGES IN ALCOHOL USE SINCE COMING TO POST, 
FOR THOSE EXPOSED TO PIS (PERCENTAGES) 

First Visit Second Visit 

Increase, begin, use hard 

liquor more 9 7 

Stayed sir^ 40 46 

Stoyed sero (nevcsr began) 13 24 
Decrease, stop, use hard 

liquor loss 38 23 
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TABLE 3 



GRANGES IN USE OF DRUGS OTHER THAN ALC0!10L SINCE COMING TO POST, 
FOR THOSE EXPOSED TO OE (PERCENTAGES) 



Iner«Me, begin, use hard drugs 
aort . 

Stayed sane 

Stayed sero (never began) 

Decrease, stop, use hard drugs 
less 



First Visit 

7 
19 
49 

26 



Second Visit 

9 

24 
46 

20 



On the whole, the introduction of formal DE did not change drug 
using behavior for the better. Its messageb were not getting across 
much better than those of the informal program, and had no more positive 
effect. 

T » 

Drug Use Prediction: the Interaction of Educational Approach and 
Audience Characteristics \ " 

The survey data on drug use changes were further analysed to iden- 
tify a broad range of determinants and to assess their relative power 
(the percentage of variance accounted for). Specifically, we assessed 
the interactive effect of three classes of variables on changes In drug 
use patterns: 

(1) Demographic Predictors, e.g., pay grade, age, race, etc. 

(2) DEP-relatcd predictors, e.g., media, sources, content 
of knowledge, messages on alcohol and drugs, and post. 

(3) Knowledge of drugfj^tj^ned in DE, a moderator predictor. 
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V« uied the Automatic Interaction Dotoctlon (AlD-lII) program 
developed at the Survey Reecarch Center. AID was designed to simulate 
**the procedures of a good researcher in searching for the predictors 
[independent variables] that increase his power to account for the 
variance of the dependent variable."* The program searches a set of 
predictors to find which division of the data will most reduce the 
variance of the dependent variable. The resulting subgroups are then 
further split. on subsequent predictors that most reduce the variance 
of the subgroups with respect to the dependent variable. These subgroups 
•re then split, and so on, until one of the following conditions is 
■at: all the variance is explained; the subgroups resulting from a 
split are smaller than a certain critical sise (20 subjects) or no 
split will reduce unexplained variance by more than *8%. 

Analyses were carried out with seven drugs, each for: (1) all 
respondents and (2) users. Figure 1 shows an example of results, ^or 
users of marijuana. The predictor variables, picked accounted for 22. A% 
of the variance. The most important single variable accounting for the 
•proportion who did not increase o? begin their use of marijuana at 
their post (y) was whether or not Eft were at Post 6, a Basic Combat 
: raining Post whore trainees were very closely suporvlsed and had no 
time or opportunity for any unofficial activity. This variable accounts 
for 6.2X of the variance. Thus, 7 is .966 at Post 6, and .603 at other 
posts* Among those not at Post 6, those who reported that they intend 
to pursue a career in the Army have a much higher Y (.776) than those 

A Sonqulst, J. A. , Baker, E. L. , and Morgan, J. A. , Searching f or Structure. 
Ann Arbor, Michigan, University of Michigan, 1971. 

V . *. Arthur D I Jttlcfttc 
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Who do not intend an Army career. We see further branchings for 
both the career and not-carcer groups, including such variables as 
langth of time at the Post, type of xmit, presence or not at Post 4 . 
(which had a very strong law enforcement program against marijuana use), 
whether or not the respondent (R) participated in DE, bhe length of time 
R had been in the Army, how much R had learned in DE, and. where R had 
lived before entering the Army. 

. Figure 1 io typical ox the AID runs in several respects: 

• Predictors other than exposure to DE account for substantial 
portions of the variance, and (not shown in this one example) 
•how consistent relationships over drugs, and • 

• Predictors related to DE are seldom shown, account for little 
variance and (not shown in this one example) show no consistency 
over drugs. 

The AID runs give us a deep understanding of the independent 
predictors that account for increases in drug use. They also corroborate 
our bivariate analyses; exposure to DE does not affect changes in drug 
use. 

Discussion ' «. 

We have shown that DE provided to adolescent and post-adolescciit 

* 

U.S. Army EM does not affect their drug use . The impact of DE might 
have been different, had the audience consisted of young schoolchildren, 
none of whom had tried drugs. Why did DE fail to affect its audience, 
in our study? ^ 

« 
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Education can at best result in learning, in the acquisition of 
n«w facts and understandings. In some cases* education can Irfluoncc 
attitudes — when these are attitudes toward abstractions or towards 
•ntltles with which the learner has limited personal experience. But 
•4ucation cannot change attitudes or values or behavior, unless the 
learner Is aotlvaced toward change. Army EM who use drugs are strongly 
aotiveted to do so, and not strongly notivated toward change. Qtus^ 
vhan we deal with drugs, we are in the realms of feelings and emotion* 
Th« experiences and motivations of. human beings have tempered them 
•uffidently, sc that they are not easily shaped in the lukewarm water 
of educational programs. Wa cannot expect to prevent young men and 
women from beginning to use drugs, or to reduce their use, by presenting 
them with a one or two hour lecture on the names of drugs, their 
appearance, and what we assert: drugs uill do to them . 
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